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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Marvin Brewer filed a28 U.S.C.A. § 2255 (West Supp. 2000)
motion in the district court challenging his conviction and sentence
for drug violations. The motion was granted to the extent that Brewer
sought an order revising his federal sentence so it would run concur-
rently with his state sentence. Brewer then filed amotion for recon-
sideration challenging the revised sentence. The motion was denied
as moot. Brewer filed amotion in district court for a certificate of
appeal ability. The court determined it did not have authority to grant
Brewer's motion because 28 U.S.C.A. 8 2253(c)(1) (West Supp.
2000) gave authority to grant certificates of appealability only to cir-
cuit justices or judges, not to district judges. The court denied Brew-
er's motion for that reason but further construed the motion as a
timely notice of appeal.

A certificate of appealability may issue only when the applicant has
demonstrated a substantial showing of the denial of a constitutional
right. See 28 U.S.C.A. § 2253(c)(2) (West Supp. 2000); Slack v.
McDaniel,  US._ , ,68U.S.L.W. 4315, 4317-18 (U.S. Apr.
26, 2000) (No. 98-6322). Although we conclude the district court had
authority to issue a certificate of appealability, see Fed. R. App. P.
22(b)(1); United Statesv. Eyer, 113 F.3d 470, 472-74 (3d Cir. 1997);
Burrisv. United States, 1999 WL 1569814, at *2 (W.D.N.C. Nov. 8,
1999), Brewer failed to demonstrate a substantial showing of the
denial of aconstitutional right.

Brewer contends the district court erred in revising his sentence. It
appears, however, that Brewer misunderstands the court's order. Both
Brewer and the district court agree that Brewer's projected full term
release date should be September 2006. Furthermore, in the district
court's order denying reconsideration, the court states that updated
prison records reflect September 2006 as the projected full term
release date. Because it appears the district court granted Brewer the
relief he seeks, we deny a certificate of appealability and dismissthe

appeal.



We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.

DISMISSED



